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rance of profane Literature, and of the Neu 
Teftament ; and of bis requiring W 
in the pact of Chriſtiant. qa: 06067 


Brethren i in the belief of the unity of God, 


Am happy to find that I 8 in 1 apy 

meaſute, gained your attention to the 
Letters T took the liberty to addreſs to you, 
inviting you to an amicable diſcuſſion of the 
evidences of chriſtianity, and that one of 
your body, Mr. David Levi, has favoured 
me with an anſwer to them. I ſhould have 

PART II. 1 been 
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been more happy if he had been better ac- 
quainted with profane literature, as it is 


commonly, though improperly called, and 
if he had ſhewn a little more candour. 


According to him, p. 9, I am “ not in- 
* titled to the appellation of a chriſtian,” 


and p. 30, © notwithſtanding all my boaſted 


* ſincerity, the honour of God, or the pro- 
„ pagation of chriſtianity, are things of little 
* moment in my ſerious thoughts.” He 
perceives in me, p. 31, © a complete deiſt,” 
« under a moſt jeſuitical argument.” 

I feel not for myſelf, but for you, when I 
recite theſe things. You muſt be aſhamed 
that one of your body ſhould have begun 
this important diſcuſſion in a manner ſo un- 
worthy of you. To make any reply to ſuch 
calumny would anſwer no purpoſe. If it 
be well founded, l muſt be ſo utterly un- 
principled, that my moſt ſolemn declara- 
tions would ſtand for nothing. That I am 
not the perſon Mr. Levi deſcribes, I can 
only appeal to the tenor of my conduct, and 
to my writings, with both which heis pro- 


bably unacquainted. 
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I complain of my opponent's want of 
profane literature, becauſe it leaves us deſti- 
tute of ſome common principles, without 
which it is impoſſible to come to any con- 
cluſion with reſpect to the queition in de- 
bate, He maintains, p. 65, that it is con- 
trary to the ſcriptures to aſſert that there 
were more than four kings of Perſia; 
whereas, if there be any faith in hiſtory, 
there were more than twice that number. 
Nor is this at all contrary to the ſeriptures. 
For it is only ſaid, Dan. xi. 2. Bebold there 
ſhall fland up yet three kings in Perfia, and 
the fourth ſhall be far richer than they all; 
and by his ſtrength, through his riches, he ſhall 
ſtir up all againſt the realm of Grecia. By this 
nothing more is to be underſtood, than that 
only three kings of Perſia would intervene 
between the time of Daniel, and that king 
who would make a formidable invaſion of 
Greece. | 
Mr. Levi alſo aſſerts (Note, p. 61) that 
the work of Joſippon Ben Gorion in He- 
brew, was written by the ſame Joſephus 
who wrote in Greek: whereas no two hiſto- 
B 2 ries 
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ries can be more contradictory to one another 
than they are, even with reſpect to the very 
circumſtance for which he quotes the He- 
brew work, viz. the hiſtory of king Agrip- 
pa, who according to it was put to death 
by Veſpaſian, at the ſiege of Jeruſalem, but 
according to the Greek lived peaceably at 
Rome, after the Jewiſh war was over. The 
Hebrew Joſephus makes this Agrippa to 
have been the meſſiah of Daniel (Gothæ edit. 
p. 828) whereas the writer of the Greek 
applied all the prophecies concerning your 

meſſiah to Veſpaſian. 

Any perſon poſſeſſed of the two hiſtories, 
as I am, may eaſfly ſatisfy himſelf that the 
Greek is the genuine work, and the Hebrew 
copy the production of another perſon, and 
entitled to no credit whatever. For the 


evidence of this I muſt refer you to Mr. 
Baſnage *. 
\ 


* Mr, Levi ſays (p. 61, Note) that Mr. Baſnage, * in 
his great zeal to decry this work has fallen into a moſt 
_ «« egregious blunder ;” obſerving that he firſt ſays that 
it was the production of the eleventh century, and then that 
it was known to Saadias in the /enth century, But this is 
| a mire» 
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It is neceſſary alſo to the proper diſcuſſion 
ef the evidences of chriſtianity, that the 
Jews ſhould be well acquainted with the 
New Teſtament, which Mr. Levi is not. 
He even ſays, p 22, he“ does not find it 
recorded that Jeſus prophecied in he 
« name f God,” and aſſerts, p. 23, that 
« he preached 4im/elf as the light of the 
« world ;“ whereas nothing can be more 
evident than that Jeſus uniformly aſſerted 
his miſſion from God, and appealed to the 
miracles which God enabled him to per- 
form ; diſclaiming all wiſdom and power 
of his own, 1 John v. 19. Feriy, verily,. I 


a miſrepreſentation of Mr. Baſnage, who, after giving his 
opinion concerning the real age of this work, viz, that it 
was the production of the eleventh century, ſays it did not 


make its appearance before the #welſth, and that the moſt 


that can be ſaid is, that it may ſeem to be referred ta by two 
writers in the tenth century, but that “ thoſe two teſti- 
*© monies are very obſcure and doubtful,” Liv, 9. chap. 6. 
vol. 13. p. 159. of the laſt edition. Could a work of 
this kind have remained unknown, and unquoted by any 
writer, Jew or chriſtian, a thouſand years, when ſo much 
account has been made of it ſince? It is abſolutely incre- 
dible, Dr. Lardner ſuppoſes this work to have been writ- 
ten in the beginning of the tenth century. Te/timonies, 


vol. 1. p. 213. 
B 3 ay 
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ſay unto you, the Son can do nothing of him- 
felf. ver. 30, I can of my cconſeif do no- 
thing. ver. 36, The works which the Father 
has given me to finiſh, the ſame works that I 
do bear witneſs of me, that the Father hath 
fent me; and the Father himſelf, who hath 
ſent me, hath borne witneſs of me, ver, 43, 
IT come in my Father's name, and ye receive 
me not. This, and more to the ſame pur- 
poſe, is all contained in one ſingle chapter. 
He likewiſe ſays (John xiv. 10) The words 
_ that I ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak not of myſelf, but 
the Father that dwelleth in me be doth the 
works. Such is the uniform language of 
Jeſus, who, Mr. Levi lays, did not ſpeak in 
the name of God. NE: 
Mr. Levi ſays, p. 72, that the pro- 
« feſſors of chriſtianity ought to be unani- 
© mous before they attempt to convert the 
« Jews, and particularly that we ought 
firſt to be agreed among ourſelves whether 
Jeſus be God. Beſides what I have ad- 
vanced on this ſubje& in my former Letters, 
ad edition, p. 42, I ſhall now obſerve, that 
it is as much your buſineſs to determine 


what the tenets of chriſtianity are, as it is 
ours. 
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ours. You ſee a perſon pretending to come 
to you from the God of your fathers, Abra- 
ham, Iſaac, and Jacob, and to do ſych things 
as no man could do but by the immediate 
power of God. Is it not then your buſi- 
neſs to inquire whether he really comes from 
God, or not? If your anceſtors had given 
no attention to a claim of this kind, they 
would have rejected even Moſes. | 
Do you, then, conſider what Jeſus taught, 
and what he did, and judge for yourſelves, 
whether what he delivered was worthy of 
God, and whether the miracles were per- 
formed by the finger of God, or not. If we 
who profeſs chriſtianity ſhould all agree 
what its tenets are, it would not, it ought 
not to ſatisfy you. We might make too 
favourable a report concerning it, and ſuch 
as you would not abide by. Why then do 
you wait for our agreement, when, if we 
did agree, that circumſtance would not 
weigh with you at all ? 


8 EE TC It ok 


LETTER I. 


| Of the miraculous Conception of Feſus, and of 
Contradictions in the Goſpel Hiftory. 


R. Levi ſays, p. 9, I cannot be a chriſ. 
tian, becauſe I do not believe the mi- 
raculous conception of Jeſus. But I ima- 

gine it is ſufficient to denominate a perſon 
a chriſtian, that he believes the divine miſ- 
fion of Jeſus, whether he believe any thing 
elſe concerning him, or not. 
He ſays that, in order to diſbelieve this, 
I muſt ſuppoſe ſome parts of our preſent 
goſpels to be ſpurious ; and then, he ſays, 
P- 82, how are we ſure that the remainder 
e 1s authentic?“ I cannot here repeat all 
that I have written on this ſubject in the 
fourth volume of my H:ftory of Early Opi- 
nions concerning Chriſt, but muſt content my- 
ſelf with referring you to that work. I 
ſhall only obſerve. on this occaſion, that I 


conſider the evangeliſts as mere hiftorians 
(indeed, 


TO0- TEE LEW” as 


(indeed, they do not pretend to any thing 
more) faithful relaters of what they be- 
lieved to be true. But no hiſtories are re- 
ceived on the mere faith of the writers, 
but properly on the teſtimony of the age 
in which they wrote, which would not have 
received their accounts, and have handed 
them down to poſterity as true, if they had 
not been known to be ſo, at leaſt in the 
main. 

Now the great and leading facts in the 
goſpel hiſtory, the account of the doctrines, 
the miracles, the death, and reſurrection of 
Chriſt, are ſo handed down to us. They 
were believed by chriſtians in all ages, and 
from the earlieſt times. But this is not the 
caſe with the account of the miraculous 
conception, The chriſtians of your nation 
(I believe the great body of them, though 
with ſome exceptions) never did believe it ; 
and a very learned and highly reſpected per- 
fon among the Jewiſh chriſtians, I mean 
Symmachus, who tranſlated the Hebrew 
ſcriptures into Greek, wrote a treatiſe, in a 


very early period, to refute the ſtory. It was 
al ſo 
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alſo diſbelieved by all the early Gnoſtics, 
with whoſe opinions it would have accorded 
remarkably well. 

The miraculous conception, therefore, 
cannot be ſaid to have the teſtimony of the 
age in which it was promulgated ; and ag 
the Jews, being natives of the country, had 
the beſt opportunity of informing them- 
ſelves concerning it, their teſtimony, which 
is againſt it, is entitled to the greateſt credit. 

The go/þel uſed by your countrymen was 
that of Matthew, without the two firſt 
chapters, which contain the account of the 
miraculous conception. It may be pre- 
ſumed, therefore, that they ſaw ſufficient 
reaſon for rejecting thoſe chapters, as, in 
their opinion, not written by Matthew ; and 
if ſo extraordinary a ſtory had been true, it 
cannot be imagined that either he, or Mark, 
or John, would have omitted it. As to the 
account of Luke, whether it was written by 
him or not, I have ſhewn that it abounds 
with the moſt manifeſt improbabilities. 

As to the diſbelief of the miraculous con- 


ception drawing after it the diſbelief of the 
whole 
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whole goſpel hiſtory, judge from fact, and 
not from imagination. Was this the caſe 
with the Ebionites? and, among them, of 
Symmachus? To ſay nothing of myſelf, 
can it be ſhewn to have been the caſe with 
any other perſon who has thought as I do 
with reſpe& to this ſubjet? The greater 
probability is, that perſons finding them- 
ſelves unable to believe this ſtory, and not 
ſeeing how to ſeparate the belief of it from 
that of the reſt of the hiſtory, may be 
led to reject the whole. This, indeed, is, 
in ſome meaſure, your own caſe, 

Mr. Levi's view in urging me with this 
ſtory, is ſufficiently conſpicuous. If I 
ſhould admit the truth of it, he would im- 
mediately ſay, as all your countrymen have 
done, that there was an end of the argument 
between us; becauſe Jeſus, not being de- 
ſcended in the uſual courſe of generation 
from the male line of David, could not be 
your Meſſiah. On the other hand, if the 
ſtory be rejected, he will reje& the whole 
goſpel hiſtory, of which, he ſays, it is a part. 

. That 
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| That the ſtory of the miraculous con- 
ception ſhould be ſtarted, and gain credit, 
in a very early period, I do not much wonder 
at, conſidering how willing the Chriſtians 
were to think as highly as poſſible of their 
maſter, with the meanneſs of whoſe birth 
and parentage, as well as'the circumſtances 
of his death, they were continually re- 
proached. 

One of the contradictions that Mr. Levi 
obſerves in the goſpel hiſtory, p. 81, is that, 
according to Matthew, Jeſus was deſcended 
from Nathan, but according to Luke from 
Solomon. As I reje& the introduction to 
the goſpel of Matthew, as not written by 
him, I am not concerned with this contra- 
diction, There is another, however, on 
which he lays much ſtreſs, p. 80; which is 
that according to Mark, Jeſus curſed the 
fig- tree the day after his arrival at Jeruſalem, 
whereas, according to Matthew, it was on the 
day of his arrival. 

But would Mr. Levi, or any reaſonable 


man, reject, as of no value, any other two 
hiſto- 
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hiſtorians, for ſo trifling a variation as this ? 
If we do, we muſt reject all hiſtory, and even 
the books of Kings and Chronicles. For in 
them there are greater differences than this. 
On the contrary, the ſureſt marks of authen- 
ticity in hiſtories, the circumſtances that 
intitle them to the fulleſt credit, are their 
agreement in things of great conſequence, to 
which the writers could not but attend, and 
their differing in things of ſmall conſequence, 
to which they would naturally give leſs at- 
tention. This ſhews that they did not write 
in concert, but that they are proper inde- 
pendent evidences of the facts they relate. 
Had one of the evangeliſts ſaid that Jeſus 
drove the buyers and ſellers out of the temple, 
and another of them aſſerted that he did no 
ſuch thing, it would have been more to Mr. 
Levi's purpoſe. But even ſuch a difference 
as this would not invalidate the whole of 
the goſpel hiſtory. 


LETTER 


might. 
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Of the Miracles of Jeſus 1 4 Proof of his 
divine Miſſion, and of Mr. Levi s Objeftions 
70 eme of them. 


W HAT ſurprizes me moſt in Mr. Levi 
is his profeſſing to pay ſo little regard 
to the miracles of Jeſus, © Whether,” he 
ſays, p. 22, it was by the art of decep- 


« tion, or ſupernatural power, it is not my 


&« buſineſs to inquire.” But, certainly, no- 
thing can be of more importance than to 


' inquire whether miracles are real or pre- 


tended. Becauſe a change in the conſtitution 
of nature can only be made by the author of 
nature, or with his- permiſſion ; and if one 
real miracle might be permitted for the pur- 
poſe of deception, any other, or all of them, 


] 


If the divine Being could either by his 


own immediate power, or the agency of any 
ſuperior 
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ſuperior-ſpirit, enable Jeſus to heal the ſick, 
to feed the multitudes, to change water into 
wine, to ſtill a tempeſt, to walk on the ſea, 
and to raiſe the dead ; and if, after a public 
execution (which rendered his death un- 
queſtionable) God ſhould raiſe him from the 
dead, and take him up into heaven (by 
belief of which thouſands and ten thouſands, 
millions and thouſands of millions, were 
deceived) he might have permitted all the 
miracles recorded in the books of Moſes, 
and for the ſame purpoſe of deception. As, 
therefore, you juſtly, and with indignation, 
reject the latter ſuppoſition, you ought alſo 
to reject the former. And if the miracles 
recorded in the New Teſtament be true, the 
Chriſtian doctrine is of God. It behoves 
you, therefore, ſeriouſſy to inquire whether 
they be true or not. 

Mr. Levi fays, p. 71, that «* kts 
« only were not ſufficient to eſtabliſh a firm 
belief in the divine miſſion of Moſes.” 
But, after conſidering what he urges on the 
ſubject, I cannot find any thing more than 
miracles to have been neceſſary. Indeed 


there 
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there cannot be any other criterion of divine 
interpoſition beſides miracles. He ſays, p. 
68, „it was God ſpeaking with Moſes face 
* to face, in the preſence of fix hundred 
« thouſand men, beſides women and chil- 
„% dren.” But what was this beſides a 
miracle? If there had been nothing extra- 
ordinary in the tranſaction, nothing more 
than what might have happened to any other 
man, would your anceſtors have believed in 
him? f 

Let us conſider what Moſes himſelf ſays, 
in the very paſſage quoted by Mr. Levi, 
Exod. xix. 9. And the Lord ſaid unto Moſes, 
Lo, I come unto thee in a thick-cloud, that 
the people may bear when I ſpeak with thee, 
and believe thee for ever; referring, no doubt, 
to the delivery of the ten commandments in 
the hearing of all the people, in a diſtinct 
articulate voice, from mount Sinai. This 
was, indeed, a moſt extraordinary miracle, 
and juſtly confirmed the faith of your an- 
ceſtors in Moſes, ſo that it has never been 
ſhaken ſince. But it was ſimply @ miracle 


that did it. When Moſes, in his firſt con- 
ference 
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ference with God, at the burning- buſh, na- 
turally aſked, how he ſhould make it appear 
to his countrymen that God had ſent him, 
he was directed to the changing of his rod 
into a ſerpent before them. Nothing but 
a miracle, of ſome kind or other, could have 
convinced them that he came from God. 
But any real miracle would have been ſuf- 
ficient for the purpoſe. 

Mr. Levi ſays, p. 83, that « Moſes him- 
« ſelf has told us, in the moſt plain and 
e intelligible language, that miracles only 
are not a ſufficient proof of a divine miſ- 
* ſion;“ and for this purpoſe he quotes 
Deut. xiii. 1, 2, 3. If there ariſe among you 
a prophet, a dreamer of dreams, and he give 
you a ſign, or a wonder; and the ſign or 
wonder come to paſs whereof he ſpeaketh unto 
thee, ſaying, let us go after other gods, which 
thou haft not known, and let us ſerve them; 
thou ſhalt not hearken to the words of that 
prophet, or that dreamer of dreams. For the 
Lord your God proveth you, to know whether 
you love the Lord your God with all your 
heart, and with all your ſoul. 

PART II. C This 
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This was probably to fore warn your an- 
ceſtors, that perſons might come to them 
with ſuch tricks as the Egyptian magicians 
exhibited (the fallacy of which they might 
not be able to detect) and might endeavour 
to perſuade them to worſhip other gods; 
but that they were not to liſten to ſuch 
pretended miracles. They knew that real, 
numerous, and unqueſtionable miracles had 
been wrought in proof of their religion, 
and therefore that there cou/d be no other 
real miracles to overthrow it. Or, which 
is no uncommon thing, Moſes might put a 
caſe that he knew to be impoſſible, in order to 
expreſs himſelf in a ſtronger manner. Thus 
Paul ſays to a chriſtian church, “ if himſelf, 
or an angel from heaven, ſhould preach 
*« any other doctrine than that which he had 
* taught them, they were not to regard 
% him.” Gal. i. 8. But he had no idea of 
the poſſibility of any ſuch thing. 

But you will pleaſe to obſerve, that what 
Moſes ſays does not at all apply to the caſc 
of Jeſus. For he did not endeavour to draw 
you t to the Rue of other gods, He was 

a humble 
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a humble and devout worſhipper of the ſame 
God that. you worſhip, and he worſhipped 
him in the fame manner. There is, there- 
fore, no reaſon whatever why you ſhould 
not attend to the miracles of Jeſus, as much 
as to thoſe of Moſes, or thoſe of any of the 
prophets who followed him. 

Mr. Levi objects to the miracles of Jeſus, 
p. 77, as“ ſcarcely juſt, or rational.” But 
if they were true, we ſhould be cautious 
how we pronounce this cenſure upon them. 
In general, it cannot be denied that the 
miracles of Jeſus were both beneyolent and 
great, ſuch as were worthy of a meſſenger 
from the greateſt and beſt of Beings. With 
reſpe& to one or two of them, a perſon fo diſ- 
poſed may cavil, as he might at ſome that are. 
recorded in the Old Teſtament. That which 
Mr. Levi objects to as unjuft in our Saviour, 
is the deſtruction of the ſwine, after the 
cure of the two fierce demoniacs. What 
right had he,” ſays Mr. Levi, p. 78, © to' 
« deſtroy another man's property.” I anſwer, 
he aſſumed no right in the caſe. The mi- 


racle was not wrought by him, but by God, 
C 2 | Whoſe 
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whoſe right to take our property, our lives, 
or Whatever he has given, no man can 
queſtion, Jeſus laid no hand on the ſwine, 
and without a miracle, or the immediate act 
of God, ſuch a number of ſwine could never 
have been made to run into the ſea. 

When Mr. Levi ſays the miracles of Jeſus 
were not rational, he refers to his curſing 
the barren fig- tree. He requires,” he ſays, 
p. 78, the tree to produce fruit out of 
„ ſeaſon.” But the time of figs does not 
neceſſarily mean the time of the growing, 
or ripening, of figs, but rather that of gather- 
ing them; ſo that when Jeſus ſaw the tree 
with leaves, or in a healthy ſtate, he might 
naturally expect to find fruit alſo, But this 
miracle had leſs reſpect to the fig-tree, than 
to ſerve as a warning to your anceſtors, to 
bring forth the fruits that God expected of 
them; intimating, in a very expreſſive man- 
ner, that if they did not, wy would periſh 
like that tree. 

- Arguing againſt the N of Jeſus 
to the gift of prophecy, Mr. Levi ſays, p. 87. 
7 the — of Jeruſalem was known 
| | to 


. 
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« to all the learned Jews, and therefore Jeſus 
could not be ignorant of it.“ Conſe- 
quently, it could not require the ſpirit of 
prophecy to fortel all that he did concern- 
ing it. | ; 
But how does it appear that this great 
and calamitous event was known to all the 
learned Jews of that age? Nothing is more 
evident, from the hiſtory of it, than that they 
were far indeed from expecting any ſuch thing 
in the time of Jeſus, or long afterwards. On 
the contrary, during the very ſiege, they were 
continually flattering themſelves with the 
hope of the appearance of the Meſſiah, to 
deliver them. Beſides, the prophecy of 
Daniel is only general, and that of Jeſus 
very particular, deſcribing the circumſtances 
of the ſiege, and limiting the time of 
it. He alſo mentions the fate of the 
temple, concerning which Daniel ſays no- 
thing at all. The taking of the city did 
not imply the demolition of the temple. 
This the conquerors might be expected to 


preſerve with care, as Titus actually endea- 
704 -  voured 


„ 
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voured to do, And leaſt of all could it 
have been ſuppoſed that the Jews them- 
ſelves would have promoted the deſtruction 
of it, 


. 


07 * Suppoſed Contradiftions between Jeſus 
; and Moſes. 


R. Levi makes uſe of another argu- 
> ment, which, if it could be ſupported, 
would indeed prove that Jeſus was a falſe 
prophet. If.“ ſays he, p. 25, we com- 
« pare Jeſus with the reſt of the prophets, 
- © e ſhall find ſuch a manifeſt contradiction 
% between him and them, as to.demonſtrate 
5 that both parties could not be meſſengers 
© of God, as God never contradicts him- 
* ſelf,” This he argues on two ſuppoſitions, 
one on that of Chriſt being God, and the 
| other on his being "Y a prophet. 
Whether 
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„Whether Chriſt,” p. 21, © was the 
*« ſecond perſon in the trinity, as Chriſtians 
* in general hold, or only a prophet, as you 
« and the reſt of your ſect affirm; I ſay, in 
either caſe, he could not be ſent to us in 
e the firſt place, nor could we receive him, 
* without being hoſtile to the laws of Moſes, 
* as alſo to God who was the author of 
them, as acknowledged both by Jews and 
„ Chriſtians, For if he came in the former 
* character, and the doctrine which he 
e preached was intended to maintain that 
* abſurd and corrupt tenet, it would be an 
„ unanſwerable argument that his doctrine 
* never came from God, it being impoſſible 
e that God ſhould contradict himſelf. For 
* has he not expreſsly told us himſelf, in 
e the firſt commandment, Thou $SHALT 
„ HAVE NO OTHER GODS BEFORE MET 
„This, I think, muſt neceſſarily ſignify, if 
e there be any meaning in language, ONE 
© SUPREME INTELLIGENT BEING, endued 
with all poſſible perfection, power, wiſdom, 
** and goodneſs. And, agreeable to this juſt, 
| C4 « rational, 
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<« rational, and fundamental doctrine, Moſes 

ec has, in the moſt ſolemn manner, endea- 
voured to inculcate this moſt important 
truth, in the following words, Hear, 0 
* Iſrael, Jehovah our God is one Jehovah. 
Deut. vi. 4. Theſe, beſides numberleſs 
* other paſſages in the Old Teſtament, make 
« jt plain that we could not receive Chriſt 
in the firſt character, without a breach of 
« the covenant eſtabliſhed betw een God 
T and our nation,” 

In this all unitarian chriſtians, and your 
whole nation, are agreed. But Mr. Levi 
does not pretend to ſhew that either Jeſus 
himſelf, or his apoſtles, taught any ſuch 
doctrine as that of the trinity; and your 
writers in general proye, againſt the Chriſ- 
tians, that the New T eſtament contains no 
ſuch thing, Mr. Levi, therefore, ought 
not to have left the argument in this ſtate; 
but have acknowledged, as others of your 
countrymen haye done, that the doctrine of 
the trinity is not any doctrine of the New 
Teſtament, but a groſs corru ption of Chriſ- 
tianity. Moſes himſelf is not more explicit 

in 
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in teaching the unity of God than are 
Chriſt and his apoſtles, as I have ſhewn in 
my former letters; and this Mr. Levi. has 
not controyerted. 

I ſhall now conſider what Mr. Levi had 
alleged to-prove that Jeſus cannot be received 
as a true prophet of God, on account of his 
having contradicted what had been ad vanced 
by preceding prophets, and eſpecially by 
Moſes, the greateſt of them. He quotes 
for this purpoſe, Deut. iv. 2. and xii. 3. 
„Te ſhall not add unto the word which I 
* command you, neither ſhall ye diminiſh ought 
« from it, whereas Chriſtians hold that Jeſus 
* had power to aboliſh the Moſaical diſ- 
** penſation, and which, ſay they, he actually 
* did. And although you, and ſome other 
« Chriſtians, believe the perpetual obliga- 
« tion of the law of Moſes, yet I ſuppoſe 
« that a perſon of your knowledge need not 
e be informed, that it is not the ien, 
* of Chriſtians in general.“ 

But has Mr. Levi proved from the New 
Teſtament, that Chriſt did annul the law of 
Moſes ? What ſome Chriſtians haye thought 

on 
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on this ſubje& is no more to the purpoſe, 
than their believing the doctrine of the tri. 
nity. I have ſhewn in my former letters, 
that Chriſt and the apoſtles, aſſerted the 
perpetual obligation of the law of Moſes ; 
and Mr. Levi has not attempted to prove 
that I have miſrepreſented their meaning, 
Nay, your own writers have argued this 
before me, againſt the generality of Chriſ- 
tians, who had afferted that the law of 
Moſes was aboliſhed by the goſpel. You. 
may ſee my thoughts on this ſubject at 
large in the Theological Repoſitory, under the 
ſignature of HERNMAS, Vol. v. p. 403. But 
this is no part of the argument between 
you and me, but, like that concerning the 
doctrine of the trinity, between me and 
other Chriſtians. 

I am ſatisfied, however, that Mr. Levi 
has miſtaken the ſenſe of Moſes in the paſ- 
ſige he quotes. It is not there. ſaid, or in- 
timated, that God would never, by any future 

"prophet, make any change in what he had 
enjoined by Moſes. He only warns them, 
1 W the people in general, who had no 

| particular 
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particular inſſtuction front God, not ts a 
to the law, or to take flott It, that is; withe 
out authority from him. e 

Several additions; you muſt Row, the 
Divine Being made to your inſtitutions after 
the time of Moſes. He was commanded to 
conſtruct a tabernacle, but Solomon was 
directed to build a magnfficent temple. 
Alſo the temple deſcribed by Ezekiel is very 
different from that of Solomon; and this I 


imagine you Believe to be the pattern of that 


which is to be erected on your final reſtora- 
tion to your country. In his ptopliecies 
there is alſo a whole ſet of inſtitutions very 
differetit from thoſe of Moſes. | 

It is evident, therefore, that the words of 
Moſes ate not to be interpreted as they ate 


by Mr. Levi. God will always reſerve to 


himſelf the power of changing his inſtitu= 
tions; according as the circumſtances of his 
creatures ſhall require. And if Jeſus was a 
prophet {proved to be ſo by real miracles). 
his inſtitutions muſt have the ſame authority, | 
with thoſe of Moſes himfelf, even though 


they ſhould-be different from his: I ſhall; 


however, 
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however, conſider all the inſtances of con- 
tradiction that Mr. Levi finds between what 
Jeſus delivered and what was taught by 
Moſes, that you may ſee what the amount 
of them is, and then judge whether they be 
ſufficient to prove that he muſt be a falſe 
prophet. 

* Moſes,” he ſays, p. 27, allowed a man 
% to put away his wife, if he found ſome 
% uncleanneſs in her, and ſhe was allowed 
* to marry another; whereas Jeſus ſaid, 
«« whoſoever ſhall put away his wife, and. 
ce marry another, committeth adultery.” But 
Jeſus himſelf obſerved, that the permiſſion 
of divorce by Moſes was an innovation. 
Matt, xix. 8. Moſes, becauſe of the hardneſs 
of your hearts, ſuffered you to put away your 
wives; but. from the beginning it was not 6. 
Have ye not read, that be who made them at 
the beginning made them male and female, and 
. ſaid (Gen. ii. 24.) for this cauſe ſhall a man 
leave father and mother, and ſball cleave unto 
his wife, and they two ſhall be one fleſh + ? What 
can expreſs a more indiſſoluble union than 


this, as it is recorded by Moles himſelf ? 
8 And 
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And yet for the hardneſs of your hearts, 
or becauſe the woman who ſhould be diſliked- 
would be ſubject to cruel treatment, divorces 
were permitted. But could not the ſame 
power which gave the permiſſion, revoke it 
at his pleaſure? OY 

I have no occaſion to reply on the ſame 
principle to any other of Mr. Levi's charges 
of contradiction, becauſe they aroſe among 
yourſelves, and were ſuch additions to the 
inſtitutions of Moſes, as are moſt expreſsly 
forbidden in the paſſage quoted above. 

Mr. Levi urges the command of Jere- 
miah, xvii. 21. Take heed to yourſelves, that” 
ye bear no burden on the ſabbath-day ; where= 
as Jeſus commanded ſome of the ſick per- 
ſons, whom he: healed on that day, to take 
up their beds, and carry them home; pro- 
bably to ſhew that they were perfectly, 
though ſuddenly, reſtored to their vigour. 
But the meaning of Jeremiah was to for- 
bid habitual labour on the ſabbath - day, 
which it appears that the people then made 
uſe of; carrying burdens out of | their 
houſes, _ through the gates of the city, 
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as on other days; whereas all that Jeſus did 


was to correct a ſuperſtitious punctilio in the 
obſervance of it. The man who carried his 
bed to his own houſe, was not labouring to 
earn his livelihood. Beſides, in that age at 
leaſt, your own people allowed more labour 
than Jeſus here authorized, as to lead their 


cattle to water, and relieve them if they fell 


into pits, &c. though it might require great 
labour ; and they defended themſelves when 
they were attacked on the ſabbath- day. But 


if what Jeſus ordered bad been a change in 


the law, ſurely he who could heal the ſick 


by a word ſpeaking, ſhewed that he was au- 


thorized to do it. 
Mr. Levi alſo charges it as a contradiction 


to Moſes, p. 26, that Jeſus did not pro- 


nounce ſentence of death on the woman 


taken in adultery. But in bringing this 
woman to Jeſus, your anceſtors only meant 
to enſnare him. If he had paſſed ſentence of 
death on her (which it was no more 47s buſi- 
neſs, than it was of thoſe who brought her to 
him) they would very juſtly have accuſed 


him to the Roman governor, as one who 
had 


t 
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had aſſumed temporal power. Beſides, Je- 
ſus did not ſay that the woman ought not to 
have been ſtoned; but, acting in his proper 
character, as a prophet, he bid her go away, 
and-fin no more. 

The laſt inſtance that I ſhall mention 1s 
one with reſpet to which Mr. Levi is till 
more evidently miſtaken. ** He faid, John 
„v. 39, The Father himſelf who bath ſent 
« me hath borne witneſs of me. Te have nei- 
« ther heard his voice at any time, Mr. Levi 
ſhould have added, nor ſeen Bis ſhape, and 
then he could not have made the remark 
which follows. Pray Sir,“ p. 88, What 
« do you think of this expreſſion, which is 
„ ſo contrary to what both Jews and chril- 
« tians believe, viz. that God ſpake to the 
„ Jewith nation face to face, as recorded by 
% Moſes.” But what Jeſus faid related 
to the very perſons whom he was ad- 
dreſſing, none of whom had heard God 
ſpeak from mount Sinai, and certainly had 
not ſeen any form, or ſhape, there, as Moſes. 
himſelf repeatedly declared. But, perhaps, 
Jeſus ſpake interrogatively, Have ye not 

| heard 
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heard his voice, and ſeen his ſhape ? alluding 
to the voice from heaven, and the deſcent of 
the Holy Spirit like a dove, which ſome of 
his auditors might have heard and ſeen, 
Such are the contradictions which Mr, 
Levi has charged on the founder of the 
chriſtian religion. Do you now judge whe- 
ther they will authorize you to pronounce 
him to be a falſe prophet. 


Ki: TER Vs 
_ Of the Sufferings of the Fewiſh Nation. 


A an argument of your nation having 
offended God beyond any thing that is 
recorded in the books of the Old Teſta- 
ment, I requeſted you to attend to the ex- 
treme ſeverity of your preſent ſufferings, and 
the long continuance of your baniſhment 
from your own country; and I faid that a 
captivity of ſeventy years was deemed a ſuf- 
ficient puniſhment for all your tranſgreſ- 
ſions preceding that event. 


Mr, 
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Mr. Levi replies, that the Babyloniſh caps 
tivity was not a puniſhment for all the fins 
of the preceding period. They were car- 
« ried away to Babylon,” he ſays, p. 45, 
for the fin of not keeping the ſabbath of 
« the land, agreeable to what Moſes fore- 
« told. But for their other fins, viz. id0= 
« latry, murder, and whoredom, they did not 
« receive any puniſhment during the Baby- 
« Joniſh captivity,” p. 49, by reaſon of 
« the ſhortneſs of its duration, and therefore 
this longer captivity was neceſſary to 
« finiſh tranſgreſſion, that is, 1dolatry, and to 
make an accompliſhment for /n, i. e. 
© whoredom, and to make an atonement for 
© iniquity, i. e. murder. 
Thus does Mr. Levi interpret Daniel's 
famous prophecy of ſeventy weeks, of which 
he gives the following account, p. 40.— 
„ Daniel, judging that the fins of his na- 
« tion would be done away by the ſeventy 
years captivity at Babylon, the angel in- 
forms him, that their fin would not be 
* atoned for by the ſeventy years. But 


*« verily, as to Ifracl, he would not only 
Part II. D wait 
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« wait ſeventy years, but ſeven times ſeventy 
years; after which their kingdom ſhould 
« be cut off, and their dominion ceaſe, and 
* they return into captivity, to finiſh an 
« atonement for their tranſgteſſions. 

But the language of the prophecy clearly 
indicates that the termination of this longer 
period of ſeven times ſeventy years would be 
ſome joyful event, and not acalamitous one. 
For it was to finiſh tranſgreſſion, to make 


« an end of ſin, to make reconciliation fot 
« iniquity, and to bring in everlaſting righ« * 
<< teouſneſs, and to /ea/ up the viſion” (which 


Mr. Levi renders, p. 55, by publicly authens 


ticating it) · and to anoint the moſt holy,” 


Could this be 7he beginning of ſorrows ? 


If by the moſt holy, we underſtand the holy 


prophet, or prince, whom we ſuppoſe to be 


mentioned afterwards, under the character of 


Meffiah the prince, theſe four hundred and 
ninety years will terminate at the time of 
his being appointed to his office, This [ 
think we are authorized to infer from the 
manner in. which the angel immediately 
* to TE himſelf, Know ghere- 


fore 
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fore and underfland „ that from the going forth 
of the commandment to reſtore and build Je- 
ruſalem unto Meffiah the prince, ſhall be ſeven 
wells and fixty and two weeks ; that is, ſixty- 
nine weeks. One week ſtill remains to 
make up the ſeventy ; bet of this the angel 
gives an account at the cloſe of the pro- 
phecy. It was that week in the midſt of 
which the ſacrifice and oblation was to 
, ceaſe, which was to be the beginning of 
farther calamities. But he does not ſay 
that theſe farther calamities would be a pu- 
niſhment inflicted for fins committed before 
the Babyloniſh captivity. 

Mr. Levi ſays, p. 43, that the word Vun, 
which we render determined, means cut off. - 
But admitting this, it is far from following 
that this was to be a cutting off, or a ſepa- 
ration, of the people from the holy city. 
For it was the periad of time that was cut off, 
and not the people. It is therefore far more 
natural to ſuppoſe, that it means cutting of, 
marking, or determining a period of time, as 
in our tranſlation. 5 

D 2 I would 
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I I would farther obſerve, that Mr. Levi's 


account of your preſent ſufferings 1s neither 
agreeable to reaſon, nor to the ſcriptures. It 
is no where ſaid, either before the captivity, 
or afterwards, that it was intended as a pu- 
niſhment for not dbſerving the ſabbath in 
particular, but for /in in general. It is only 
faid that, during that captivity, the land 
would keep its ſabbaths, which it had not 
been allowed to do before. 2 Chron. xxxvi, 
21. To fulfil the word of the Lord by the 
mouth of Feremiah, until the land had enjoyed 
her  ſabbaths. For as long as fhe lay deſolate, 
ſhe kept ſabbath, to fulfil threeſtore and ten 
years. But this is far from amounting to a 
proof that this captivity was for no other 
purpoſe. 

If we conſider the conduct of your an- 
ceſtors after their return from Babylon, we 
ſhall perceive no appearance of their ſup- 
poſing that they had been puniſhed there for 
their neglect of the ſabbath) only, while 
greater crimes remained to be expiated by 
heavier judgments at a diſtant period. The 
"yp CONs 
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confeſſion they make is of fin in general, 
and not of neglecting the ſabbath in parti- 
cular, Nay, the negle& of the ſabbath is 
not mentioned at all. Neh. ix. 23. Thou 
art juft in all that thou haſt brought upon us. 


For thou haſt done right, and we have done 


wickedly, Neither have our kings, our princes, 
our prieſts, or our fathers, kept thy law, nor 
hearkened unto thy commandments, and thy 
ſeſtimonies, wwherewith thou didft teftify againſt 
them. For they have nat ſerved thee in their 
kingdom, and in that great goodneſs which thou 
gaveſt them, and in that large and fat land 
which thou gaveſt before them; neither turned 
they from their wicked works, Here is no 
mention of the non-obſervance of the ſab- 
bath in particular; which might have been 
expected, if it had been underſtood. by the 
people that that had been the offence for 
which only they had ſuffered, 
Beſides, in how capricious and unworthy 
2 manner does Mr. Levi repreſent the God 
of your fathers, the righteous judge of all 
the earth, as acting; in puniſhing for one 
Particular fn. by a heavy calamity, and 
D.3 | after 
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after ſhewing all the marks of forgiveneſs 5 


and reconciliation, reſerving his greateſt 


vengeance for another ſeaſon, not to com- 
mence till fix hundred years afterwards, 
How contrary is this to his own moſt ſo. 
lemn declaration by Moſes (Exod. xx. 5.) 
that he would viſit the ſins of the fathers 
upon the children 70 the third and fourth 
generation only, of them that hate him. 

On the plan of Mr. Levi, even your next 
reſtoration to your country will be no-proof 
that God has forgiven your nation al! the 
fins they committed before the Baby- 
loniſh captivity, to ſay nothing of thoſe 
committed fince. According to him, you 
may now be ſuffering for their ido/atry, while 
another diſperſion may be appointed for their 
mur ders, and another for their e dme, in 
all of which you who ſuffer had no concern, 
&c. The very mention of the idea is ſuffi- 
cient to explode it. . 

Mr. Levi, as if not quite ſatisfied with this 
account of your preſent ſufferings, aſſigns 
another reafon for them, viz. that, beſides 
ee the en of puniſhment, they 

| likewiſe 
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likewiſe anſwer that of infiru#ion, not to 
yourſelves, but the reſt of the world. As 


«+a captivity of four hundred years,” he 


ſays, p. 5 2. was neceſſary for the nation 


« of the Jews only to arrive at the true 
« knowledge of God, it muſt conſequently 
be neceſſary for this captivity to be much 
longer, as being the means of bringing all 
« the nations of the earth to the true faith, 
« agreeable to what the prophet Iſaiah ſays, 
And it ſhall come 10 paſs in the laſt days, 
* that tbe mountain of the Lord's houſe fhall 
& be eftabliſhed on the tap of the mountains, 
& and be exalted above the bills, and all nations 
* fall flow unto it. 

On this I muſt obſerve, that neither is it 
any where ſaid that the deſign of the bond- 
age in Egypt was to teach the Iſraelites the 
knowledge of the true God, nor that your 
preſent diſperſion is deſigned to inſtruct the 
world in that knowledge. Nay, ſo far was 
the Egyptian bondage from teaching your - 
anceſtors this important knowledge, that, 
though they -were the worſhippers of the 

| | D 4 were 
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were idolaters when they came out of it. 
It was their de/iverance from the yoke of the 
Egyptians, not their ſubjection to it, that 
was the means of inſtructing them, and other 
nations too, as Moſes abundantly teſtifies. 
In like manner, it will be your reſtoration 
to your own country, and not your preſent 
baniſhment from it, that will be the means 
of convincing all the world of the truth of 
your . prophecies, and conſequently of the 
truth of your religion, and of confirming 
them in the faith and pure worſhip of the 
God of your fathers to the end of time, 
The reflexion on the whole of your remark- 
able hiſtory, of your proſperity and adver- 
fity, in connexion with your adherence to 
the worſhip of the true God, and; your obe- 
dience to his prophets, or your neglect of it, 
and your diſobedience, when all the prophe- 
cies ſhall have had their completion, cannot 
fail to ſtrike and convince all. But the long 
continuance of your ſufferings, unconnected 
with any future conſequences, has no ten- 
dency to produce that effect. Nay, the 
longer you continue in your preſent ſtate, the 
TE WE more 
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more is the faith of mankind ſtaggered, and 
the greater trial it is to your own faith. 
Many chriſtians, who have the ſame reſpect 
for the books of the Old Teſtament with 
yourſelves, judging from preſent appear- 
ances, confider you as abandoned of God, 
and do not believe that you will ever be 
_ reſtored to your country again. 

Conſider then, I intreat you, your real fitua- 
tion, and how your calamities preſently fol- 
lowed the rejection of Chriſt, and the apoſ- 
tles, by your anceſtors (and your nation has 
perſiſted in rejecting them to this day) and 
think whether your receiving them as true 
prophets of God (who were ſent to your na- 
tion in the firſt place) may not be followed by 
conſequences the reverſe of thoſe which fol- 
lowed the rejection of them. According to 
Moſes, a reſtoration to your country will al- 
ways be the conſequence of your repentance 
of thoſe ſins for which you would be ex- 
pelled from it. Deut. xxx. 1-5. And it 
ſhall come to paſs when all theſe things are 
come upon thee, the bleſſing and the curſe which 


4 have ſet before thee, and thou ſhalt call 
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them to mind, among all the nations whither 
the Lord thy God hath driven thee, and ſhalt 
return to the Lord thy God, and fhalt obey his 
voice, according to all that I command thee 
this day, thou and thy children, with all thine 
beart and with all iby foul; that THEN the 
Lord thy God will return thy captivity, and 
have compaſſion upon thee, and will return and 
gather thee from all the nations zwbitber the 
Lord thy God hath ſcattered thee, Why is 
not this glorious prophecy fulfilled ? But 
becauſe you have not yet complied with the 
conditions of it. According to Moles, your 
return to your country is always in your own 
power. Do your part, and your merciful 
God and father will not delay to do his. 


LET y E R VI. 
of Daniel s Prophecy of Seventy Weeks. 
R. Levi ſays, p. 91, that the faireſt 
*« method to conviction with reſpect 
« to the meſſiahſhip of Jeſus, is to take a 


« review of all. the aa coucerning 
Fes « the 
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© the Meſſiah, from Moſes to Malachi, and 
« compare them with the acts of Jeſus re- 
„corded in the New Teſtament, to ſee 
** whether or no they have been fulfilled in 
4 his perſon.” This, he ſays, he himſelf 
has done; This I have alſo done, and you 
my ſee the reſult of my inquiries in the 
Theological Repofitory, under the fignature of 
PaMPHILUs. I did not, in my laſt letters, 
trouble you with all the particulars of this 
long examination; contenting myſelf with 
mentioning one of thoſe prophecies, but it 
is the only one in which the Meſiab is men- 
tioned by that name in your ſacred books; 
and that which muſt have led your anceſ— 
tors to diftinguiſh your future deliverer by 
that ſpecific appellation. I have ſhewn 
that, according to this celebrated prophecy, 
this Meſſiah muft have made his appearance 
about the time of Jeſus, but certainly long 
before the preſent age. | 
Mr. Levi gives a very different interpre= _ 
tation of this prophecy, in reality the ſame 
with that which I quoted from your Rabbi 
Iſaac, but without anſwering my objections 
r | to 
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to it. He will not allow that the Meſſiah, 
which is twice mentioned in this prophecy, 
refers at all to the perſon whom you 20 
diſtinguiſh by that title; but ſays that, in 
the former part of the prophecy, it is to be 
underſtood of Cyrus, and in the latter of 
Agrippa the younger; though, ſurely, no- 
thing can be more unnatural than to explain 
it in this manner. Can the ſame term, in 
two contiguous ſentences of the ſame pro- 
phecy, fignify two different perſons, one of 
them a heathen prince, and the other a king 
of Judea, who lived ſeven pundreg years 
after him ? 
Mer. Levi ſuppoſes, with R. Iſaac and 8. 
Jarchi, though he does not diſtinctly expreſs 
it, that the going forth of the commandment 
means the declaration of the divine will to 
Jeremiah, Ab eo tempore quo Jeremias 
- Nam rem proloquutus fyerat, five a capti- 
vitate Zedechiæ uſque ad unctum ducem, 
qui Cyrus eſt, futuras hebdomadas ſeptem, 
quæ 49 annos complectuntur. Munimen 
Fidei, p. 338. Tempus dabitur a die devaſ- 
apt 18 dum veniat Cyrus. Jarcht 
Comment, 
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Comment, Vol ii. p. 779. But nothing is 
advanced by theſe writers to make it pro- 

bable that the going forth of the command- 
nent to reſtore and to build Jeruſalem is co- 
incident with the time of the demolition of 
it by Nebuchadnezzar. The prophecy of 
jeremiah was firſt delivered in the fourth 
vear of Jehoiakim and the firſt of Nebu- 
chadnezzar (Jer. xxv. 12.) and repeated, in 
a letter to the captives, in the beginning of 
the reign of Zedekiah. Ch. xxviii. "1. | 
xxix. 10. 
That Agrippa could not be the latter 
Meſiab (if there muſt be two of them in 
this prophecy) I have ſhewn, by obſerving 
that this prince was not killed at the fiege 
of Jeruſalem, but probably ended his days 
peaceably at Rome, long after. Joſephus, in 
the hiſtory of his own life, has given us two 
letters of this Agrippa, written after he had 
peruſed his hiſtory, and conſequently ſeveral 
years after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. He 
is alſo mentioned by Tacitus, as the ally of 
the Romans in the Jewiſh war. And 
though this writer (Hiſt. Lib. V.) gives a 
pretty 
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pretty circumſtantial account of the war, 
he ſays nothing of the defection, or death, 
of that prince in the courſe of it. By Mr. 
Levi's own confeflion, there was a Meſſiah 
cut off about that time, and who could this 
be but Jeſus ? | 

Agrippa was too inconfiderable a prince 
to be the ſubject of ſuch a propheey ; 
whereas the figure that Jeſus makes in your, 
hiſtory is ſo conſpicuous, that it might have. 
been expected that he would have been no- 
ticed in your prophecies on ſome account. 


or other, No Jew, no perſon of any nation, 


ever oceaſioned ſuch a revolution in the re- 
ligious ſtate of the world (and religion is 


the great object of your whole conſtitution) 


as Jeſus Chriſt has effected. By this ſingle 
Jew, and his followers, have the idolatrous 
ſyſtems of every nation within the bounds 
of the whole Roman empire, and far beyond 
it, been already overturned; and according 


to preſent appearances, independent of the 


prophecies of the New Teſtament, by 
Chriſtianity, and not by the inſtitutions of 
Moſes as ſach, wilt idolatry (to which thoſe 
"44 3 ; inſti- 


TO THE JEWS. 47 
inſtitutions were particularly oppofed) be 
extirpated out of the world. ' 

But where will you find ſo Liftinguihed 
a perſon in hiſtory noticed at all in your 
prophecies, if he be not the Meſſiah of 
Daniel, that Meſſiah who was to be cut off, 
and not for himſelf, and the ſame perſon who 
in Daniel, vii. 13. is ſtiled % ſen of men, 
who will come in the clouds of heaven, and to 
whom will be given dominion, and glory, and 
a kingdom, whoſe dominion will not paſt away, 
ond whoſe kingdom will not be deſtroyed ? 

+ The ſeventy weeks,” Mr. Levi ſays, 
p. 41, ate, without doubt, four hundred 
« and ninety years, the time from the 
e deſtruction of the fitſt temple to the de- 
* ſtruction of the ſecond.” But if there be 
any truth in hiſtory, the interval between 
thoſe two events was about hx hundred and 
fifty years; and it is by hiſtory that pro- 
phecy mult be interpreted. | 

I obſerved that it muſt have been from this 
prophecy that your anceſtors firſt learned 
to diſtingniſh your great deliverer by the 
name of Meſſiah. But Mr. Levi ſays, p. 

49, It 
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04, It is not the name of the Meſſiah, 
* but the character of the perſon foretold 
« by the prophets that is to be regarded ;” 
and he obſerves that the Chaldee Paraphraſts 
have uſed that term, in their interpretation 
of other prophecies which they apply to 
your future deliverer. But what could have 
led them to apply this term to your great 
deliverer, but their ſuppoſing that he was 
the ſame perfon who had been ſo denomi- 
"nated in this prophecy of Daniel? The 
term never occurs in any preceding pro- 
phecy, except in Ifaiah, in which it is ap- 
plied to Cyrus. And this heathen prince 
could never have been ſappolſed to be the 
perſon whom you now call the Meffah. 
Undoubtedly, therefore, they who firſt uſed - 
this term, as denoting your future deliverer, 
muſt have thought that he was the ſame 
perſon who was intended in the prophecy of 
Daniel; and it cannot have been any thing 
but your diſappointment, in his not coming 
about the time ſignified by Daniel, that has 
led your writers to ek out ſome other 


interpretation. | 
2 It 
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It is manifeſt that your anceſtors in 
general did expect the appearance of the 
Meſſiah about the time of Jeſus Chriſt; and 
what could have occaſioned their expectation 
of him ſo much, at that particular time, but 
a ſuppoſition that he was the perſon. in- 
tended by Daniel in this prophecy, the ac- 
compliſhment of which you even now ac- 
knowledge falls about that time ? | 
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LETTER VII. 
THE CONCLUSION, 


CANNOT conclude this ſecond ſet of 
letters to you, without once more en- 
treating you to give due attention to the 
proper, that is the hiſtorical, evidence of 
Chriſtianity. For it is on this, which Mr. 
Levi has not ſo much as touched upon, 
that the controverſy between us muſt hinge. 
Examine the credibility of the goſpel hiſtory, 
as you would that of any other hiſtory that 
PR II. E ſhould 
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ſhould fall into your hands. Conſider at 
what time the books which contain it were 
publiſhed, and how they were received. If 
their authenticity be equal to that of other 
credible hiſtories, ſo that you can depend 
upon the truth of the leading facts (which 
is all that we can ſay of any hiſtory) conſider 
what thoſe leading facts are, who appear to 
have been the witneſſes of them, whether 
they were perſons , likely to be deceived 
themſelves, or to attempt to deceive others; 
and whether, if that might have been their 
intention, it was in their power to do it. 
Let me particularly recommend to your 
careful peruſal the Letters I lately addreſſed 
to philoſophical unbelievers in general, and 
which I requeſted that you would confider 
as addreſſed to yourſelves in particular. - If 
from them it ſhould' appear thatjeſus wrought 
- real. miracles, or did ſuch things as a man 
could not have done if God had not been with 
him, you can no more diſregard his authority 
than that of. Moſes. If, after proving his 
divine miſſion by. a ſeries of unqueſtionable 


mir acles, Jeſus perfiſted in declaring himſelf 
to 


* 


0 Vw AS i... . o& a. un HRS. oc tw ih. 


SS wc © 


TO THE. JEWS. 51 


to be the Meſſiah of your ſcriptures, it will be 
impoſſible not to allow his claim. And the 
difficulty, which, from a long confirmed 
habit of thinking otherwiſe, you will feel 
in reconciling to his character and conduct 
the deſcriptions of the Meſſiah in the pro- 
phecies, will at length be overcome by more 
attentive conſideration. 
Do not reject without examination the 
hypotheſis I mentioned in my former Letters, 
and which I have maintained at large in the 
Theological Repoſitory, of the diſtinction be- 
tween the Meſiab who was to ſuffer, and 
who alone bears that name, and the prince 
of the houſe of David, under whom you are 
to enjoy your future glory. 
However, if this ſuppoſition ſhould not 
appear to be well founded, it will not follow 
that Jeſus is not the Meſſiah, the Meſſiah 
whom you expect; as it may be even under 
lin, in fome ſenſe or other, that you ſhall 
enjoy your future happineſs. But with re- 
ſpect to all theſe things, you ſhould, with 
diligence, and without - prejudice, ſtudy the 
ſcriptures, and judge for yourſelves ; bal- 
$3 : ancing 
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aneing one difficulty with another, and 
adopting that ſcheme which, on the whole, 
ſhall appear to be attended with the ewe 
difficulties. In the interpretation of pro- 
phecies we cannot expect to meet with 
none. 

If after this you be convinced (as I am 
confident that, if you examine. without pre. 
judice, you will be) that Jeſus wrought real 
miracles, and that, after dying he roſe from 
the dead, whatever elſe he be, he cannot be 
a perſon who 1s not intitled to your regard; 
and your conduct with reſpe& to him cannot 
be a matter of indifference in the ſight of 
God. If God, the God of your fathers, 
really ſent him, he will expect that, as his 
meſſenger, you pay due attention to him, 
To reject him, will be to reject him that 
ſent him. And if this be the caſe, can you 
wonder that he has rejected you? But 
return unto bim, and he will return unto you, 
Mal. iu. 7. 

I have made this ſecond addreſs to you, 
not becauſe I thought Mr. Levi's arguments 
formidable. Of this I think you muſt now 
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be ſenſible yourſelves ; but rather to ſhow the 


importance of a defence of your principles, 


better conſidered, and better conducted, than 
his has been; and it is my earneſt wiſh that 
the ableſt men you have may give their 
moſt ſerious attention to it. To you n 
ſubject whatever can be half ſo intereſting; 
and, be aſſured, I do not addrets you as a 
diſputant, deſirous of triumphing in any 


advantage I may have in the argument, but 


from the trueſt reſpect to your nation, as 
moſt highly diſtinguiſhed by the great father 
of all the families of the earth (to which, as 
a Chriſtian, I think myſelf, and all mankind, 
under infinite obligations) and from the 
moſt earneſt wiſh to promote- your wellen, 


here and hereafter, 


I have given much attention to your hiſ- 
tory, and eſpecially your controverſies with 
Chriſtians in all ages, and I do not wonder 
that they have iſſued in confirming your 
prejudices againſt Chriſtianity, In all of 
them the Chriſtians have infiſted upon to- 
pics with reſpect to which it was impoſſible 
that you ſhould come to an agreement, 
2 * 
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eſpecially the divinity of Chriſt, and the 
doctrine of the trinity, that ** abſurd and 
« corrupt tenet,” as Mr. Levi properly calls 
it. You juſtly think yourſelves excuſed 
from giving the leaſt attention to any argu- 
ments that may be alleged in ſupport of it; 
fince 1t is an attempt to draw you to the 
worſhip of another God beſides that of are 
fathers, 

It muſt more particularly excite your in- 
dignation, to be told that your anceſtors 
themſelves held the doctrine of the trinity, 
and that they expected the ſecond perſon of 
it in your Meffiah, than which you know 
that nothing can be more contrary to truth, 
or probability. | 

But as your own writers have never failed 
to reproach Chriſtians with this doctrine, 
as not taught even in the New Teſtament, 
and you find that many Chriſtians reject it 
with as much indignation as yourſelves, you 
- ought to conſider this great ſtumbling block 
as removed, and therefore that the religion 
of Chriſt may come from God. | Examine 
then, with impartiality, the evidences of his 

| diving 
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divine miſſion, and compare them with thoſe 
of Moſes and your other prophets. 

And here the queſtion is not which mira- 
cles were the more ſplendid, or which we may 
imagine to have been more proper, and, as 
Mr. Levi ſays, more rational, but only which 
are the beſt atteſted. Of the other we cannot 
pretend to be competent judges. Every 
miracle, or real change in the eſtabliſhed 
courſe of nature, is equally a proof of the 
interpoſition of the author of nature, and 
may ſerve as an evidence of a divine miſſion; 
the changing of a rod into a ſerpent, as 
much as the paſſage of your fathers through 
the Red Sea, or the wonderful appearances 
at Mount Sinai. I, therefore, earneſtly 
intreat, that this, and this only (or at 
leaſt chiefly) may be the ſubject of our diſ- 
cuſſion. EE | * 

To my endeavours by writing, I ſhall not 
fail to add my moſt earneſt prayers to your 
God and my God, that great Being in wwhe/e 
hands are the hearts of all men, and who, by 
means ordinary or extraordinary, as ſeems 

| | beſt 
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belt to his infinite wiſdom, turns them (Prov. 
xxi. 1.) as the rivers of water which way ſo- 
ever he pleaſes, to remove your prejudices, and 
every obſtacle that for the preſent prevents 
your reception of a truth in which you are 
moſt nearly intereſted, and according to his 
faithful promiſes, reſtore you to his favour, 
never to loſe it any more. 

I once more ſubſcribe myſelf, with the 
n reſpect and affection, 


Vour brother in the ſole worſhip 
Of the one only true God, 
JOSEPH PRIESTLEx. 
/ DEG} 


Binnincuan, 


July I, 1787, 


